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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1. The references listed in the Information Disclosure Statement submitted on 
3/7/02 have been considered by the examiner (see attached PTO-1449). 

Identical Feature Claims 

2. Claims 10 through 17 recite identical features as claims 1 through 9 except 
claims 10-17 are computer executable process claims. The methods of claims 1-9 could 
not function unless embodied as computer executable processes. Therefore, arguments 
similar to that presented below for claims 1-9 are equally applicable to claims 10-17. 

Claims 19 through 27 recite identical features as claims 1 through 9 except 
claims 19-27 are computer executable process claims on a computer-readable medium. 
The methods of claims 1-9 could not function unless embodied as computer executable 
processes on a computer-readable medium. Therefore, arguments similar to that 
presented below for claims 1-9 are equally applicable to claims 19-27. 

Claims 28 through 36 recite identical features as claims 1 through 9, respectively, 
except claims 28-36 are apparatus claims. Thus arguments similar to that presented 
below for claims 1-9 are equally applicable to claims 28-36 



Application/Control Number: 10/092,283 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2627 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-3, 7,10-12, 16, 19-21, 25, 28-30, and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Chapin et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0160989 
A1). 

Regarding claim 1 , Chapin discloses a method for creating a locally managed - 
instance of a printer on a workstation which communicates to the printer over a 
peer-to-peer network, comprising the steps of: selecting an option to create a 
locally managed instance of the printer (see Fig. 4 and paragraph 15, lines 5-12); 
inputting an identifier of the printer (paragraph 19, lines 1-8); in response to the 
input identifier, automatically obtaining printer configuration information and 
print driver information based at least in part on the input identifier (paragraph 20, 
lines 10-12); automatically configuring the printer and installing a print driver 
based on the obtained printer configuration information and print driver 
information (paragraph 20, lines 12-17); and creating the locally managed instance 
of the printer (paragraph 20, , lines 12-13). 
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Regarding claim 2 . Chapin discloses the dependency of claim 1 and further 
discloses wherein the identifier is a network address of the printer (paragraph 19, 
lines 7-8, IP address is a network address). 

Regarding claim 3 . Chapin discloses the dependency of claim 2 and further 
discloses wherein the network address is an IP address (paragraph 19, lines 7-8). 

Regarding claim 7 , Chapin discloses the dependency of claim 2 and further 
discloses wherein the printer configuration information and the print driver 
information are automatically obtained from a remote device on the network 
(paragraph 19). 

Claims 10-12, 16, 19-21, 25, 28-30, and 34 are rejected under the arguments 
stated above for claims 1-3, and 7, as previously disclosed in the 'Identical Feature 
Claims' section. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 4, 5, 13, 14, 22, 23, 31, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as 
being unpatentable over Chapin in view of Gu et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 
2005/0240665 A1). 

Regarding claim 4 , Chapin discloses the dependency of claim 1 as stated above. 
Chapin does not disclose expressly wherein the identifier is a DNS name. 
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However, Gu discloses wherein the identifier is a DNS name (paragraph 187, 
lines 10-12). 

Chapin and Gu are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely device configuration. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Chapin's method include the 
identifier as a DNS name, as taught by Gu. The suggestion or motivation for doing so 
would have been that Chapin's method could include receiving an input of a printer 
name and having the printer name resolved to the printer's IP address to establish 
communication. Furthermore, DNS is an industry standard for resolving a device name 
to an IP address. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Gu 
with the method of Chapin to obtain the invention in claim 4. 

Regarding claim 5 . Chapin discloses the dependency of claim 1 as stated above. 

Chapin does not disclose expressly wherein the identifier is a NetBios name. 

However, Gu discloses wherein the identifier is a NetBios name (paragraph 
187, lines 10-12). 

Chapin and Gu are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely device configuration. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Chapin's method include the 
identifier as a NetBios name, as taught by Gu. The suggestion or motivation for doing 
so would have been that Chapin's method could conform with an industry standard of 
naming a device with a NetBios name, and resolving the name to the device's IP 
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address. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Gu with the 
method of Chapin to obtain the invention in claim 5. 

Claims 13, 14, 22, 23, 31, and 32 are rejected under the arguments stated above 
for claims 4 and 5, as previously disclosed in the 'Identical Feature Claims' section. 

6. Claim 6, 15, 24, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Chapin in view of Grasso et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 
2002/0116291 A1). 

Regarding claim 6 . Chapin discloses the dependency of claim 1 as stated above. 
Chapin does not disclose expressly wherein the printer is a virtual printer. 
However, Grasso discloses wherein the printer is a virtual printer (paragraph 
23, lines 4-5). 

Chapin and Grasso are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely device configuration. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Chapin's method include the 
printer as a virtual printer, as taught by Grasso. The suggestion or motivation for doing 
so would have been that Chapin's method could include a way of saving printer output 
when the user wants to print a file but the printer is busy. The file can be "printed" to 
disk, where it is saved and then sent to the printer when it is no longer busy. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Grasso with the method of 
Chapin to obtain the invention in claim 6. 

Claims 15, 24, and 33 are rejected under the arguments stated above for claim 6, 
as previously disclosed in the 'Identical Feature Claims' section. 



Application/Control Number: 10/092,283 



Art Unit: 2627 



Page 7 



7. Claim 8, 17, 26, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Chapin in view of Pang et al. (U.S. Patent 6,804,718 B1). 

Regarding claim 8 , Chapin discloses the dependency of claim 7 as stated above. 
Chapin does not disclose expressly wherein the remote device is an FTP 

server. 

However, Pang discloses wherein the remote device is an FTP server 

(paragraph 9, lines 51-52). 

Chapin and Pang are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely data transfer and computing devices. At the time of the invention it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Chapin's 
method include the remote device as an FTP server, as taught by Pang. The suggestion 
or motivation for doing so would have been that Chapin's method could include a server 
that stores driver files and makes them available to client computers on the Internet via 
FTP. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Pang with the 
method of Chapin to obtain the invention in claim 8. 

Claims 17, 26, and 35 are rejected under the arguments stated above for claim 8, 
as previously disclosed in the 'Identical Feature Claims' section. 

8. Claim 9, 18, 27, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Chapin in view of Russell et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 
2003/0055958 A1). 
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Regarding claim 9 , Chapin discloses the dependency of claim 1 as stated above. 

Chapin does not disclose expressly further comprising automatically creating 
a port for communication with the printer. 

However, Russell discloses further comprising automatically creating a port 
for communication with the printer (paragraph 28, lines 4-7). 

Chapin and Russell are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely data transfer and printing devices. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Chapin's method 
include automatically creating a port for communication with the printer, as taught by 
Russell. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Chapin's 
method could include an interface through which data is sent and received and conform 
to industry standards of designating port numbers for different kinds of IP traffic. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Russell with the 
method of Chapin to obtain the invention in claim 9. 

Claims 18, 27, and 36 are rejected under the arguments stated above for claim 9, 
as previously disclosed in the 'Identical Feature Claims 1 section. 

Citation of Pertinent Prior Art 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

Salgado et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0067504 A1) discloses 
method and apparatus for automatic upgrade of a products printer driver. 
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Conclusion 



1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Athanasios Tom Papanikolaou whose telephone 
number is (571) 272-7953. The examiner can normally be reached on 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ed Coles can be reached on (571) 272-7402. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Athanasios Tom Papanikolaou ^e>se?i\ d P'^Z&A 




